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1 . FOLLOWING IS THE TEXT OF A BRITISH WORKING PAPER 
(MENTIONED REFTEL) HANDED TO US SEPTEMBER 15 ON INCLUSION 
OF AIR MANPOWER IN THE COMMON CEILING AND FORCE DEFINITIONS. 
AS NOTED REFTEL, THE BRITISH ARE PROPOSING A WORKING LEVEL 
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TRILATERAL ON THESE ISSUES FOR THE WEEK OF SEPTEMBER 22. 

BEGIN TEXT: 

MBFR: PROBLEMS ARISING FROM THE INCLUSION OF AIR MANPOWER 
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IN THE COMMON CEILING AND THE DEEINITION OE EORCES 

1 . IN THEIR REPORT ON THE SIXTH ROUND OF THE NEGOTIATIONS, 

THE AD HOC GROUP DREW THE ATTENTION OE THE NORTH ATLANTIC 
COUNCIL TO TWO ISSUES WHICH ARE LIKELY TO ASSUME INCREASING 
IMPORTANCE IN THE NEXT AND SUBSEQUENT ROUNDS. THE FIRST IS 
THE PROBLEM OE HOW ALLIED NEGOTIATORS SHOULD RESPOND TO 
WARSAW PACT DEMANDS EOR A REDEEINITION OE THE EORCES TO BE 
REDUCED; THE SECOND, WHICH WOULD ARISE IF THE ALLIES PROPOSED 
THE INCLUSION OE AIR MANPOWER IN A COMBINED COMMON CEILING, 
CONCERNS THE ADVISABILITY OR OTHERWISE OE SEEKING TO 
ESTABLISH SUB-CEILINGS ON GROUND AND/OR AIR MANPOWER WITHIN 
SUCH A COMMON CEILING. THE MILITARY AND TECHNICAL IMPLI- 
CATIONS OP THESE ISSUES HAVE BEEN PULLY EXAMINED BY THE 
MBPR WORKING GROUP. SINCE BOTH ISSUES HAVE A DIRECT 
BEARING ON THE QUESTION OP HOW THE COMMON CEILING IS TO BE 
DEPINED (AND THUS, IN TURN, ON THE WAY IN WHICH THE 
OPTION III OPPER IS TO BE DEPLOYED IN VIENNA), WE HOPE THAT 
THE ALLIES WILL TAKE PULL ACCOUNT OP THE WORKING GROUP'S 
STUDIES AND DETERMINE THEIR COURSES OF ACTION BEFORE REACHING 
FINAL DECISIONS ON THEIR OPTION III PROPOSALS. THE PURPOSE 
OF THIS WORKING PAPER IS TO EXAMINE THE PROBLEMS RAISED BY 
THESE ISSUES AND TO SUGGEST POSSIBLE WAYS FORWARD. 

1. INCLUSION OF AIR MANPOWER IN THE COMMON CEILING 
ALLIED MILITARY OBJECTIVES 

2. BEFORE EXAMINING THE TECHNICAL PROBLEMS POSED BY THE 
INCLUSION OF AIR MANPOWER IN A COMBINED COMMON CEILING, IT 

IS ESSENTIAL TO BEAR IN MIND TWO CONSIDERATIONS OF PARAMOUNT 
MILITARY IMPORTANCE TO THE ALLIES: 

(I) THE CAPABILITY OF ALLIED GROUND FORCES TO IMPLEMENT 
PRESENT STRATEGY IS ALREADY MARGINAL. ANY REDUCTIONS IN 
NATO'S M-DAY FORCES WOULD REDUCE THIS CAPABILITY STILL 
FURTHER. IT IS THEREFORE ESSENTIAL TO AVOID ARRANGEMENTS 

SECRET 

PAGE 03 STATE 22 1 1 03 

IN MBFR WHICH WOULD SERIOUSLY REDUCE THE ABSOLUTE LEVEL OF 
NATO COMBAT UNITS REMAINING IN THE AREA. 

(II) THE IMPLEMENTATION OF AN MBFR AGREEMENT SHOULD RESULT 
IN A SIGNIFICANT REDUCTION OF THE OFFENSIVE CAPABILITY OF 
THE WARSAW PACT DEPLOYED IN PEACE-TIME IN THE REDUCTIONS 
AREA. 

3. THESE CONSIDERATIONS ARE FULLY REFLECTED IN THE ALLIES' 
EXISTING APPROACH TO MBFR. NATO REDUCTIONS WOULD BE IN 
MANPOWER AND NOT IN FORMED UNITS WHILE WARSAW PACT REDUC- 
TIONS WOULD ENTAIL THE WITHDRAWAL OF A 5-DIVISION SOVIET 
TANK ARMY IN PHASE I, CONSISTING OF 68,000 MEN AND 1,700 
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MAIN BATTLE TANKS AND, IN PHASE II, FURTHER GROUND FORCE 
REDUCTIONS WHICH, ON THE BASIS OF NATO'S 1973 ASSESSMENTS, 
WOULD TOTAL SOME 157,000 MEN TO REACH AN EVENTUAL COMMON 
CEILING OF 700,000 MEN. ALTHOUGH THE WARSAW PACT'S PHASE II 
REDUCTIONS ARE DESCRIBED ONLY IN TERMS OF MANPOWER, THE 
ALLIES HAVE ALWAYS CALCULATED THAT REDUCTIONS ON THIS SCALE 
WOULD INEVITABLY ENTAIL THE REMOVAL OF A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER 
OF WARSAW PACT COMBAT UNITS. 

VERIFICATION 

4. THESE REDUCTION OBJECTIVES PRE-SUPPOSE THAT THE ALLIES 
WILL BE PREPARED, AND ABLE, TO NEGOTIATE EFFECTIVE MEASURES 
OF VERIFICATION TO ENSURE COMPLIANCE BY THE WARSAW PACT. 

AT FIRST SIGHT, IT APPEARS THAT THE SCOPE FOR RE-INSTATEMENT 

OF REDUCEDAVITHDRAWN GROUND FORCES WOULD BE MUCH GREATER 
WITHIN A COMMON CEILING WHICH COVERED BOTH GROUND AND AIR 
FORCES AND WHICH DEMANDED NO SERVICE SUB-CEILINGS: WHILE 
MAINTAINING THE AGGREGATE OF THEIR FORCES WITHIN THE 
COLLECTIVE AIR/GROUND COMMON CEILING LEVEL THE WARSAW PACT 
WOULD BE FREE TO TRANSFER MANPOWER OR FUNCTIONS FROM ONE 
SERVICE TO THE OTHER AND THUS RE-INSTATE SOME OF THE GROUND 
FORCE UNITS REDUCED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE AGREEMENT. THE 
WARSAW PACT'S FREEDOM TO DO THIS WOULD IN THEORY BE CON- 
STRAINED IF NUMERICAL SUB-CEILINGS ON GROUND (BUT NOT ON 
AIR MANPOWER), WERE ESTABLISHED UNDER THE COLLECTIVE GROUND/ 
AIR COMMON CEILING (THOUGH IN PRACTICE THE WARSAW PACT COULD 
STILL TRANSFER A GROUND FUNCTION TO THEIR AIR FORCES AT THE 
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EXPENSE OF SOME EXISTING AIR FORCE FUNCTION AND THER:BY 
MAKE ROOM WITHIN THEIR GROUND SUB-CEILING FOR ADDITIONAL 
COMBAT UNITS, UNLESS THIS WERE PROHIBITED BY MEANS OF A 
NON-CIRCUMVENTION CLAUSE). IT WOULD SEEM THEN, THAT THE 
ALLIES COULD MAINTAIN THE MAIN ELEMENTS OF THEIR EXISTING 
REDUCTIONS PROPOSAL BY SETTING A SUB-CEILING ON GROUND 
FORCES AT AROUND 700,000. SINCE THE AIR MANPOWER TOTALS 
OF THE TWO SIDES ARE ESTIMATED BY NATO TO BE APPROXIMATELY 
IN BALANCE (WARSAW PACT 208,000: NATO 193,000) THE COMBINED 
COMMON CEILING COULD BE SET AT AROUND 900,000. THERE ARE, 
HOWEVER, TWO SIGNIFICANT DRAWBACKS TO THIS APPROACH. THE 
FIRST, (WHICH WE EXAMINE LATER IN THIS PAPER) ARISES FROM 
THE PROBLEM OF DATA AND DEFINITIONS. THE SECOND CONCERNS 
VERIFICATION. 

5. THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SUCH ARRANGEMENTS WOULD DEPEND 
ESSENTIALLY ON NATO'S CAPABILITY TO MONITOR RESIDUAL FORCE 
LEVELS AND TO DETECT INFRINGEMENTS WITH RELATIVE PRECISION 
AND WITHIN A REASONABLE PERIOD OF TIME. SUCH RESULTS COULD 
IN OUR VIEW BE ACHIEVED ONLY IF VERIFICATION MEASURES INCLUDE 
PROVISION FOR A SUFFICIENT NUMBER OF MOBILE INSPECTION TEAMS 
TO MONITOR FORCE LEVELS ON THE GROUND. BUT UNLESS WE CAN 
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SECURE AGREEMENT TO MOBILE INSPECTION TEAMS THE ALLIES WOULD 
HAVE TO RELY ALMOST EXCLUSIVELY ON NATIONAL MEANS FOR THE 
PURPOSES OF VERIFICATION OF POST-MBFR FORCE LEVELS. 

6. THE SHORTCOMINGS OF NATIONAL MEANS ARE CONSIDERABLE. 

THERE CAN BE NO GUARANTEE THAT A 10 PERCENT INCREASE OF 
WARSAW PACT DIVISIONS IN THE REDUCTIONS AREA COULD BE 
DETECTED BY NATIONAL MEANS IN LESS THAN 90 DAYS; MOREOVER, 
CONFIRMATION OF COVERT INCREASES OF MANPOWER OR EQUIPMENT 
CARRIED OUT OVER A PERIOD OE TIME WOULD PRESENT A MUCH 
MORE DIFFICULT PROBLEM. (SEE ANNEX E OF THE US PAPER 

"US APPROACH TO MBFR" OF 30 APRIL 1973) IF, FOR EXAMPLE, 

THE RUSSIANS CHOSE TO RE-INTRODUCE IN THIS WAY SOME 80,000 
MEN OR 1800 TANKS IT COULD TAKE UP TO A YEAR, EMPLOYING 
NATIONAL MEANS, FOR THE ALLIES TO DISCOVER THAT SUCH AN 
INCREASE HAD TAKEN PLACE. SMALLER INCREASES, CARRIED OUT 
COVERTLY, MIGHT NEVER BE DETECTED. IE EOLLOWS, THEREFORE, 

THAT IF THE ALLIES ARE TO DEPEND ON NATIONAL MEANS ALONE 
TO MONITOR EORCE LEVELS THE EXISTENCE OF NUMERICAL SUB- 
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CEILINGS ON GROUND OR AIR FORCES WOULD NOT, IN PRACTICE, 
MATERIALLY INCREASE NATO'S CAPABILITY TO MONITOR FORCE 
LEVELS. 

7. THERE IS THE EURTHER CONSIDERATION THAT WHILE WARSAW 
PACT COUNTRIES WOULD BE FREE TO CIRCUMVENT THE THEORETICAL 
LIMITATIONS SET BY SERVICE SUB-CEILINGS THE ALLIES WOULD 
PROBABLY NOT EXERCISE THE SAME OPTION SINCE THEY WOULD 
FEEL THEMSELVES BOUND BY THE TERMS OF THE AGREEMENT. BUT 
THIS SELE-DENYING ORDINANCE COULD BECOME A STRAIT- JACKET 
FOR THE ALLIES IE THEY WISHED AT SOME FUTURE TIME TO MAKE 
ADJUSTMENTS BETWEEN THEIR GROUND AND AIR EORCES FOR THE 
PURPOSES OF RE-STRUCTURING OR RATIONALISATION. ALTHOUGH 
AN MBFR AGREEMENT COULD INCLUDE A PROVISION EOR REVIEW 
AFTER A CERTAIN PERIOD OF TIME IT MIGHT PROVE DIEFICULT TO 
NEGOTIATE THE REMOVAL OE NUMERICAL SUB-CEILINGS IF IT WERE 
EVIDENT TO THE WARSAW PACT THAT THESE EFFECTIVELY HINDERED 
THE ALLIES. 

GROUND/AIR COMMON CEILING WITHOUT SUB-CEILINGS 

8. IT WOULD THEREFORE SEEM UNREALISTIC TO ASSUME THAT, IF 
THE ALLIES HAD TO RELY ON NATIONAL MEANS ALONE, THEY WOULD 
BE IN A POSITION TO ENSURE WARSAW PACT COMPLIANCE WITH 
PRECISELY DEEINED SUB-CEILINGS ON GROUND OR AIR MANPOWER. 
UNLESS MORE EFFECTIVE MEANS OF VERIFICATION ARE MADE AVAILABL 
THERE WOULD IN OUR JUDGEMENT BE NO MILITARY ADVANTAGE FOR 
THE ALLIES IN INSISTING ON NUMERICAL SUB-CEILINGS ON GROUND 
AND/OR AIR WITHIN A COMBINED COMMON CEILING. 

9. IT COULD BE ARGUED THAT SUCH AN APPROACH WOULD NOT BE 
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CONSISTENT WITH THE ALLIES' DECLARED AIM OE MAINTAINING 
THE EOCUS ON GROUND EORCES AND THAT IT WOULD GIVE THE 
WARSAW PACT COMPLETE EREEDOM TO TRANSFER MANPOWER AND EUNC- 
TION EROM ONE SERVICE TO THE OTHER. WE AGREE THAT THIS 
MIGHT BE SO IN THEORY; BUT WE BELIEVE THIS FREEDOM WOULD 
BE CONSTRAINED WITHIN CERTAIN LIMITS BY PRACTICAL NECESSITY. 
WHILE THERE WOULD BE NO DE JURE SUB-CEILING ON EACH SIDE'S 
GROUND EORCES, REDUCTIONS IMPLEMENTED IN ACCORDANCE WITH 

THE ALLIES' EXISTING PROPOSALS WOULD RESULT IN A DE EACTO 
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COMMON SUB-CEILING ON GROUND EORCE MANPOWER, WITHIN THE 
COMBINED COMMON CEILING. THE WARSAW PACT WOULD WANT IN ANY 
CASE TO MAINTAIN THEIR AIR EORCES AT A LEVEL WITHIN AN OVER- 
ALL CEILING SUEEICIENT TO MEET COMMITMENTS, INCLUDING AIR 
DEEENSE AND SUPPORT OP GROUND FORCES; SIMILARLY THEY WOULD 
NEED TO MAINTAIN THEIR GROUND EORCES AT A LEVEL SUPFICIENT 
TO CARRY OUT ESSENTIAL TASKS. IN PRACTICE, THEREPORE, THE 
PROPORTION OF GROUND TO AIR MANPOWER WITHIN THE OVERALL 
COMMON CEILING WOULD BE UNLIKELY TO CHANGE DRASTICALLY 
ALTHOUGH THE WARSAW PACT WOULD BE FREE TO MAKE WHATEVER 
TRANSPERS IT WISHED BETWEEN GROUND AND AIR UNLESS A NON- 
CIRCUMVENTION CLAUSE WERE TO BE NEGOTIATED WHICH PROHIBITED 
THE RE-INSTATEMENT OF REDUCEDAVITHDRAWN GROUND FORCES. BUT 
POR THE REASONS GIVEN IN PARAGRAPH 6 ABOVE THE ALLIES 
RELYING ON NATIONAL MEANS ALONE, MIGHT BE UNABLE EFPECTIVELY 
TO MONITOR WARSAW PACT COMPLIANCE WITH SUCH A PROVISION. 

10. IN THE LIGHT OP THESE CONSIDERATIONS WE BELIEVE THAT 
THE ALLIES SHOULD NOW EXAMINE THE MERITS OP A COLLECTIVE 
GROUND/AIR COMMON CEILING WITHOUT EXPLICIT NUMERICAL SUB- 
CEILINGS ON GROUND OR AIR MANPOWER AND DECIDE WHETHER THIS 
WOULD BE AN ACCEPTABLE OBJECTIVE. IP THE ALLIES WERE TO 

SET THEMSELVES SUCH AN OBJECTIVE THEN WAYS WOULD STILL NEED 
TO BE FOUND OF DEALING WITH THE PROBLEM OF FORCE DEFINITIONS 
IN THE FOLLOWING SECION OF THIS PAPER WE CONSIDER HOW THIS 
MIGHT BE DONE. 

11. CATEGORISATION OP MANPOWER BETWEEN GROUND AND AIR FORCES 
EPPECTS OP WARSAW PACT APPROACH 

1 1 . THE WARSAW PACT COUNTRIES REJECT THE ALLIES' DEPINITION 
OP EORCES BY "UNIFORM " ON THE GROUNDS THAT IT RESULTS IN 
ANOMALIES ARISING PROM THE DIPFERENCES IN EORCE STRUCTURES 
ON EACH SIDE. THEY ARE CONCERNED ESSENTIALLY WITH THE 
PERSONNEL ENGAGED IN THREE CATEGORIES; AIR DEEENSE EORCES; 
HELICOPTER UNITS OPERATING IN SUPPORT OP GROUND FORCES; AND 
SURPACE-TO-SURFACE MISSILE UNITS. IN THE LAST ROUND THE 
RUSSIANS PROPOSED THAT EORCES SHOULD BE DEFINED BY "PUNCTION 
I.E., THAT ALL EORCES ON EACH SIDE WITH A SIMILAR PUNCTION 


Margaret P. Grafeid Deciassified/Reieased US Department of State EO Systematic Review 06 JUL 2006 



Margaret P. Grafeld Declassified/Released US Department of State EO Systematic Review 06 JUL 2006 


SHOULD BE PLACED IN THE SAME CATEGORY, EITHER GROUND OR AIR. 
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THEY CLAIMED THAT THIS WOULD NECESSITATE RECATEGORISATION OE 
THE FORCES IN THE ABOVE THREE CATEGORIES; THIS (ACCORDING 
TO ALLIED DATA) WOULD INVOLVE:- 

(A) THE TRANSFER FROM WARSAW PACT GROUND TO AIR FORCES 
OF 42,000 POLISH AND CZECH PERSONNEL SERVING IN AREA AIR 
DEFENSE ORGANISATIONS; 

(B) THE INCLUSION IN WARSAW PACT GROUND FORCES OF 18,000 
PERSONNEL SERVING IN HELICOPTER UNITS AND CURRENTLY CATE- 
GORIZED BY NATO AS AIR FORCE PERSONNEL; 

(C) THE INCLUSION IN NATO GROUND FORCES OE 2,000 ALLIED 
AIRMEN SERVING IN HELICOPTER UNITS AND 4,000 WEST GERMAN 
AIRMEN MANNING SSMS. 

12. THE NUMERICAL EFFECT ON EACH SIDE'S AIR AND GROUND FORCE 
WOULD BE AS FOLLOWS; 

-NATO- ;WARSAW PACT 

GROUND FORCE MANPOWER 791,000 937,000 

AIR EORCE MANPOWER 193,000 208,000 

AFTER REDEFINITION 

GROUND FORCE MANPOWER 797,000 913,000 

AIR EORCE MANPOWER 187,000 232,000 

13. ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE ALLIES WOULD IN THESE 
CIRCUMSTANCES STILL WISH (AS PRESCRIBED IN THEIR PRESENT 
NEGOTIATING APPROACH TO MBFR) TO REDUCE NO MORE THAN 10 
PERCENT OE THEIR TOTAL GROUND FORCES THE COMMON GROUND 
FORCE CEILING WOULD HAVE TO BE SET AT 717,000. THIS 
ADJUSTMENT TO THE COMMON CEILING LEVEL, TOGETHER WITH THE 
REDEFINITION OF FORCES, WOULD REQUIRE THE WARSAW PACT TO 
REDUCE 196,000 OF THEIR GROUND EORCE MANPOWER. REDUCTIONS 
OF THIS ORDER, THOUGH 41,000 LOWER THAN ENVISAGED IN THE 
ALLIES' TABLED PROPOSALS, WOULD STILL BE IN THE RATIO OF 

2.5 TO 1 COMPARED WITH NATO REDUCTIONS. IT SHOULD BE BORNE 
IN MIND, HOWEVER, THAT IE THE WARSAW PACT WERE REQUIRED TO 
REDUCE EEWER GROUND FORCES IN PHASE II THIS WOULD CORRESPOND- 
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INGLY DIMINISH THE IMPACT OF MANPOWER REDUCTIONS ON THEIR 
COMBAT CAPABILITY. MOREOVER, IN THE ABSENCE OE ANY AGREE- 
MENT ON DATA, ALLIED ASSESSMENTS OF THE EFFECT OF REDEFINITION 
DEPEND CRITICALLY ON WHETHER THE WARSAW PACT MAKE REDUCTIONS 
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TO A GROUND FORCE COMMON CEILING ON THE SCALE ENVISAGED IN 
NATO INTELLIGENCE ESTIMATES, WHICH COULD CONTAIN MARGINS OE 
ERROR OF AS MUCH AS 10 PER CENT. 

14. NOR CAN WE BE CONEIDENT THAT WARSAW PACT CONCERN ABOUT 
THE SO-CALLED "ANOMALIES" IS CONEINED TO THE THREE CATEGORIE 
MENTIONED ABOVE. DURING THE RECENT DISCUSSION OE EORCE 
DEEINITIONS IN VIENNA WARSAW PACT REPRESENTATIVES ENVISAGED 
THE POSSIBILITY OF INCLUDING IN AIR FORCES THOSE GROUND 
EORCE PERSONNEL EMPLOYED IN GIVING LOGISTICAL SUPPORT TO 
HELICOPTER AND AREA AIR DEEENSE UNITS. WE CANNOT BE SURE 
THAT THEY WOULD NOT EXPLOIT THIS LOOPHOLE TO TRANSEER TO 
AIR FORCES SOME OE THOSE LOGISTIC AND SERVICES PERSONNEL 
WHICH THE ALLIES HAVE HITHERTO ASSESSED AS GROUND FORCES. 

IE THE WARSAW PACT CLAIMED THAT THEY HAD AS MANY AS 
20-30,000 PERSONNEL IN THIS CATEGORY IT WOULD BE DIEEICULT 
EOR THE ALLIES TO CHALLENGE THIS ASSERTION WITH CONVICTION. 

15. THE APPARENT WILLINGNESS OE THE WARSAW PACT COUNTRIES 
TO DISCUSS THE DEFINITIONS QUESTION DURING THE LAST ROUND 
IN TERMS OE DIVIDING EORCES INTO THE TWO CATEGORIES OE 
GROUND AND AIR EORCES SUGGEST, AS DISCUSSED ABOVE, THAT 
THEY SEE CONSIDERABLE ADVANTAGE EOR THEIR OWN REDUCTION 
OBJECTIVES IN SHIETING INTO THE AIR EORCE CATEGORY A 
CONSIDERABLE PORTION OE THEIR GROUND EORCE ELEMENTS. WE 
CANNOT EXCLUDE THE POSSIBILITY THAT THE WARSAW PACT INTEND 
TO MAKE ACCEPTANCE OE THEIR APPLICATION OE THE "EUNCTIONAL" 
APPROACH TO EORCE DEEINITIONS A PRE-CONDITION EOR AGREEMENT 
TO THE ALLIES' PROPOSITION THAT REDUCTIONS SHOULD BE 
CONEINED TO GROUND FORCES. 

ALLIED TACTICS 

16. GIVEN THESE UNCERTAINTIES ABOUT THE EULL EXTENT OF 
WARSAW PACT MOTIVES AND THEIR CONTINUING REEUSAL TO PUT 
EORWARD THEIR OWN DATA IT WOULD BE DANGEROUS EOR THE ALLIES 
IN PRESENT CIRCUMSTANCES TO ABANDON THEIR PRESENT DEFINITION 
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OE EORCES BY UNIEORM IN EAVOR OE THE EUNCTIONAL APPROACH 
ADVOCATED BY THE OTHER SIDE. WHILE WE DO NOT DISPUTE THE 
RUSSIAN CHARGE THAT THE ALLIES' DEEINITION OE EORCES GIVES 
RISE TO ANOMALIES THE ALLIES SHOULD NOT, IN OUR VIEW, FEEL 
THEMSELVES AT A SERIOUS DISADVANTAGE ON THIS SCORE. THE 
WARSAW PACT'S "EUNCTIONAL " APPROACH IS NO MORE LOGICAL THAN 
THE UNIEORM DEFINITION ADOPTED BY THE ALLIES; INDEED IT 
WOULD, IF PUT INTO EFFECT, PRODUCE ITS OWN ANOMALIES. WHILE 
POLISH AND CZECH AREA AIR DEEENSE PERSONNEL WOULD BE CATE- 
GORIZED AS AIR EORCE MANPOWER, OTHERS ENGAGED IN SIMILAR 
TASKS IN US AND SOVIET UNITS WOULD STILL BE CLASSIEIED AS 
GROUND EORCES. IN SHORT, WE RELIEVE THAT IN CONCENTRATING 
THEIR ATTACK ON THE ALLIED APPROACH TO EORCE DEEINITIONS 
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THE RUSSIANS ARE NOT CONCERNED WITH FINDING A "LOGICAL" 
SOLUTION TO THE ANOMALIES PROBLEM BUT RATHER WITH 
ACHIEVING A DEFINITION OF GROUND FORCES WHICH WOULD SIGNI- 
FICANTLY DIMINISH THE SIZE OF WARSAW PACT REDUCTIONS IN 
MBFR, UNDERMINE THE ALLIED CASE ON GROUND FORCE DISPARITIES 
AND CREATE A SITUATION IN WHICH THE WARSAW PACT WOULD HAVE 
GREATER FREEDOM TO CIRCUMVENT AN MBFR AGREEMENT. 

17. IF, AS THE AD HOC GROUP PREDICT, THE RUSSIANS REVERT 

TO THE REDEFINITIONS PROBLEM IN THE NEXT ROUND WE CONSIDER 
THAT ALLIED NEGOTIATORS SHOULD CONTINUE TO MAINTAIN THEIR 
PRESENT POSITION ON THE DEFINITION OF FORCES TO BE ADDRESSED 
IN THE NEGOTIATIONS AND ON THE CATEGORIZATION BY UNIFORM OF 
GROUND AND AIR FORCE MANPOWER. THEY SHOULD POINT OUT THAT 
THERE ARE BOUND TO BE ANOMALIES IN ANY APPROACH AND THAT 
THE WARSAW PACT'S PROPOSALS REPRESENT ONLY ONE POSSIBLE 
WAY, AND A PARTIAL ONE AT THAT, OF DEALING WITH THEM. AT 
THE SAME TIME, THEY SHOULD EXPLOIT THE RUSSIANS' PROFESSED 
INTEREST IN RESOLVING THE ANOMALIES PROBLEM BY PRESSING 
THEM TO PROVIDE THE NECESSARY DATA RELATING TO THOSE 
PERSONNEL WHOM THEY WISH TO SEE RECATEGORIZED AND TO SHOW 
HOW THIS WOULD AFFECT TOTAL MANPOWER FIGURES. WE BELIEVE 
THAT A FIRM STAND BY THE ALLIES ON THIS POINT WOULD INVOLVE 
NO LOSS OF NEGOTIATING CREDIBILITY GIVEN THE WARSAW PACT'S 
EVIDENT VULNERABILITY ON THE DATA ISSUE AND WOULD CONSTITUTE 
A GOOD HOLDING POSITION UNTIL SUCH TIME AS THE ALLIES ARE 
READY TO DEPLOY OPTION III. 
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GROUND/AIR COMMON CEILING AND FORCE DEFINITIONS 

18. THE PROBLEM OF FORCE DEFINITIONS ASSUMES DIFFERENT 
DIMENSIONS IN THE CONTEXT OF A COMBINED GROUND/AIR COMMON 
CEILING WITH NO SPECIFIC NUMERICAL SUB-CEILINGS. PROVIDED 
REDUCTIONS TO REACH THE COMMON CEILING WERE CONFINED TO 
GROUND FORCE MANPOWER THE QUESTION WHETHER A RELATIVELY 
SMALL NUMBER OF MEN SHOULD BE CLASSIFIED AS GROUND OR AIR 
WOULD THEN SEEM OF LESS SIGNIFICANCE. IN THESE CIRCUM- 
STANCES THE WARSAW PACT MIGHT SEE LESS ADVANTAGE IN PRESSING 
THEIR PROPOSALS FOR A RECATEGORIZATION. 

19. ALTHOUGH SOME TACIT MEANS OF DIFFERENTIATING BETWEEN 
GROUND AND AIR FORCES MIGHT STILL BE NEEDED FORMAL DEFINI- 
TIONS WOULD BE NECESSARY ONLY FOR THE PURPOSE OF IDENTIFYING 
THOSE MILITARY PERSONNEL WHICH WERE TO BE COVERED BY THE 
COMMON CEILING (I.E., BOTH GROUND AND AIR) AND DISTINGUISHING 
THEM FROM THOSE, SUCH AS RESERVISTS, CIVILIANS, PERSONNEL 

OF OTHER ORGANIZATIONS EQUIPPED WITH WEAPONS AND NAVIES, 
WHICH ARE TO BE EXCLUDED FROM MBFR. SUCH A DEFINITION WILL 
BE REQUIRED WHETHER OR NOT AIR MANPOWER IS INCLUDED IN THE 
COMMON CEILING AND A START WAS MADE ON IT IN THE SIXTH 
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ROUND (SEE PARAGRAPH 17 ABOVE). 

20. AS SHOWN EARLIER (PARAGRAPH 12) THE WARSAW PACT'S 
REDEFINITION PROPOSAL WOULD REDUCE THE ASSESSED DISPARITY 
IN GROUND FORCES BETWEEN THE TWO SIDES AND, IF A SUB-CEILING 
ON GROUND FORCES IS RETAINED, WOULD DIMINISH THE REDUCTIONS 
REQUIRED OF WARSAW PACT GROUND FORCES TO ACHIEVE THE COMMON 
CEILING BY AT LEAST 41,000 MEN AND PROBABLY BY MANY MORE. 

BUT REDEFINITION WOULD ALSO HAVE A SIGNIFICANT EFFECT ON 
AIR MANPOWER BY INCREASING THE DISPARITY BY AT LEAST 30,000. 
THUS, IT WOULD NO LONGER BE POSSIBLE FOR THE ALLIES TO 
MAINTAIN THEIR ARGUMENT THAT AIR FORCES SHOULD BE EXCLUDED 

FROM REDUCTION BECAUSE THEY ARE BROADLY EQUAL IN NUMBERS. 
MOREOVER, IF FORCES WERE REDEFINED, THE WARSAW PACT'S AIR 
MANPOWER WOULD SO OUTNUMBER NATO'S ( WARSAW PACT 232,000: 
NATO 187,000) THAT IT WOULD BE IMPOSSIBLE TO CONTAIN IT 
WITHIN A COMBINED COMMON CEILING AT 900,000 IF THERE WERE 
ALSO TO BE A COMMON SUB-CEILING ON GROUND FORCES AT 717,000 
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WITHOUT AIR MANPOWER REDUCTIONS. THE ALTERNATIVES WOULD BE 
TO ABANDON A COMMON SUB-CEILING ON GROUND FORCES OR TO 
RAISE THE OVERALL CEILING TO AROUND 950,000. 

III. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

FLEXIBILITY ALLOWANCE 

21. WE HAVE REFERRED EARLIER (PARAGRAPHS 4-7) TO THE 
PRACTICAL DIFFICULTIES WHICH MIGHT ARISE FROM EXPLICIT 
NUMERICAL SUB-CEILINGS ON GROUND OR AIR MANPOWER WITHIN A 
COLLECTIVE GROUND/AIR COMMON CEILING AND IN PARTICULAR TO 
THE POSSIBLE LONGER TERM IMPLICATIONS FOR NATO RESTRUCTURING 
AND RATIONALIZATION. IF THE ALLIES WERE TO DECIDE, HOWEVER, 
THAT EXPLICIT NUMERICAL SUB-CEILINGS SHOULD BE MAINTAINED 
WITHIN THE GROUND/AIR COMMON CEILING, WE BELIEVE THAT THERE 
COULD BE ADVANTAGE FOR THE ALLIES IN GIVING EACH SIDE 
LIMITED FREEDOM TO TRANSFER BETWEEN GROUND AND AIR FORCES. 
THE MBFR WORKING GROUP CONCLUDE FROM THEIR STUDIES THAT A 
FLEXIBILITY ALLOWANCE OF THE ORDER OF 20,000 MEN COULD BE 
MILITARILY TOLERABLE TO THE ALLIES, EVEN IF THIS WERE TO 
RESULT, AFTER AN MBFR AGREEMENT, IN THE RE-INSTATEMENT OF 

UP TO A DIVISION'S WORTH OF WARSAW PACT COMBAT UNITS AT THE 
EXPENSE OF WARSAW PACT AIR FORCES. 

22. WE THINK IT WORTH NOTING THAT A FLEXIBILITY ALLOWANCE 
COULD ALSO FULFILL A USEFUL FUNCTION IF THE ALLIES WERE TO 
ENVISAGE ONLY A DE FACTO COMMON SUB-CEILING ON GROUND FORCE 
MANPOWER WITHIN A COLLECTIVE GROUND/AIR COMMON CEILING 
(PARAGRAPH 10 ABOVE). ACCEPTANCE BY BOTH SIDES OF A 
PROVISION IN AN MBFR AGREEMENT FOR SUCH A PERMITTED MARGIN 
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OF FLEXIBILITY COULD BE TAKEN TO CONSTITUTE RECOGNITION OE 
A DE EACTO SUB-CEILING ON GROUND FORCE MANPOWER WHILE 
EXPLICITLY LIMITING THE EXTENT TO WHICH THE WARSAW PACT 
COULD RE-INSTATE GROUND EORCES WITHDRAWN OR REDUCED WITHOUT 
BREACHING THE AGREEMENT. 

AIR MANPOWER REDUCTIONS 

23. THE POSSIBILITY OP PERMITTING BOTH SIDES TO TAKE SOME 
OP THEIR REDUCTIONS IN AIR MANPOWER LIES OUTSIDE THE SCOPE 

SECRET 
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OP THE PRESENT PAPER. IT IS CLEAR, HOWEVER, THAT AN 

APPROACH WHICH ALLOWED OPTIONAL REDUCTIONS OP AIR MANPOWER 

WOULD HELP TO RESOLVE THE PRACTICAL DIPFICULTIES ARISING 
PROM THE INCLUSION OP AIR MANPOWER IN THE COMMON CEILING 
WHILE RENDERING THE REDEPINITION PROBLEM MORE MANAGEABLE. 

WE BELIEVE THEREPORE THAT THE ALLIES SHOULD IN DUE COURSE 
EXAMINE THE IMPLICATIONS OF PROVIDING FOR OPTIONAL REDUC- 
TIONS OF AIR MANPOWER. 

IV. COURSES OPEN TO THE ALLIANCE 

24. ON THE ASSUMPTION THAT THE ALLIES WOULD WISH TO CONFINE 
REDUCTIONS TO GROUND EORCES (APART PROM THE OPTION III OPPER 
THERE IS A LIMITED NUMBER OP ALTERNATIVE APPROACHES: 

(A) COMMON CEILING: ON GROUND FORCES ONLY AT 700,000 

— -DEPINITION: BY UNIPORM 

AIR EORCES: NO-INCREASE COMMITMENT BY EACH SIDE 

THIS APPROACH TAKES NO ACCOUNT OF THE WARSAW PACT'S 

OBJECTIONS TO CURRENT NATO PROPOSALS AND IS THEREPORE 
UNLIKELY TO PROVE NEGOTIABLE. 

(B) AS POR (I) ABOVE, BUT WITH FORCES REDEPINED BY 
PUNCTION. THIS WOULD RESULT IN PEWER CUTS IN WARSAW PACT 
GROUND PORCE FORMATIONS AND COULD SERIOUSLY UNDERMINE THE 
ALLIES' CHANCES OP REDUCING DISPARITIES IN COMBAT CAPABILITY 
IN PHASE II. 

(C) COMMON CEILING: ON AIR AND GROUND MANPOWER AT 900,000; 

NO SUB-CEILING ON GROUND MANPOWER 
DEPINITION: BY UNIPORM 

AIR EORCES: AIR MANPOWER INCLUDED IN THE COMMON 

CEILING 

-—IF, UNDER THIS APPROACH, REDUCTIONS WERE TAKEN ONLY 
IN GROUND EORCES, THE WARSAW PACT WOULD BE LEFT WITH A 
LOWER GROUND FORCE STRENGTH THAN NATO BECAUSE OP THE 
EXISTING DISPARITY IN AIR FORCES OP 15,000. 

(D) COMMON CEILING: ON AIR AND GROUND MANPOWER AT 900,000; 
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NO SUB-CEILING ON GROUND MANPOWER 

SECRET 
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-—DEFINITION: BY FUNCTION 

AIR FORCES: AIR MANPOWER INCLUDED IN THE COMMON 

CEILING 

THIS APPROACH WOULD MEET THE WARSAW PACT'S CONCERN 

ABOUT ANOMALIES. BUT IT WOULD RESULT IN A REDUCTION OF 
WARSAW PACT GROUND FORCES TO A LEVEL SUBSTANTIALLY BELOW 
THOSE OF THE ALLIES. IT IS ARGUABLE WHETHER SUCH A RESULT 
WOULD BE NEGOTIABLE SINCE EVEN A PERMITTED MARGIN OF FLEXI- 
BILITY (OF THE ORDER OF 20,000 SUCH AS SUGGESTED BY THE 
MBFR WORKING GROUP) TO ALLOW SUBSEQUENT TRANSFERS FROM AIR 
TO GROUND WOULD NOT EFFECTIVELY ELIMINATE THIS IMBALANCE. 

ONE POSSIBLE WAY OF MEETING WARSAW PACT OBJECTIONS MIGHT 
BE TO INSIST ON PHASE I REDUCTIONS BEING CONFINED TO 
GROUND FORCES WHILE PERMITTING EITHER SIDE TO TAKE OPTIONAL 
REDUCTIONS OF AIR MANPOWER WITHIN AN AGREED PERCENTAGE 
LIMIT IN PHASE II. 

(E) COMMON CEILING: ON AIR AND GROUND MANPOWER AT 950,000; 
;SUB-CEILING ON GROUND MANPOWER AT 
717,000 

DEFINITION: BY FUNCTION 

- — AIR FORCES: AIR MANPOWER INCLUDED IN COMMON 

CEILING 

THIS APPROACH WOULD MEET THE WARSAW PACT'S CONCERN 

ABOUT ANOMALIES. IT COULD RESULT IN FEWER CUTS OF WARSAW 
PACT GROUND FORCE FORMATIONS AND COULD ACCORDINGLY BE 
PRESENTED TO THE WARSAW PACT AS A SIGNIFICANT CONCESSION 
BY NATO. BUT THE WARSAW PACT'S ADVANTAGE IN THIS RESPECT 
WOULD BE OFFSET TO SOME EXTENT BOTH BY THE ABILITY OF THE 
ALLIES TO INCREASE THEIR AIR MANPOWER UP TO THE AGGREGATE 
GROUND/AIR CEILING OF 950,000 AND BY THE FACT THAT A 
COLLECTIVE GROUND/AIR COMMON CEILING OF 950,000 COULD 
THEORETICALLY LIMIT OVERALL NATO REDUCTIONS TO 37,000 
(ALTHOUGH NATO GROUND REDUCTIONS WOULD STILL BE OF THE 
ORDER OF 78,000). 

V. CONCLUSIONS 

25. EACH OF THE ABOVE APPROACHES MERITS CAREFUL CONSIDERA- 
TION. EACH HAS ITS RESPECTIVE ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES. 
SECRET 
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CLEARLY, THERE IS NO SINGLE APPROACH WHICH PRESERVES INTACT 
THE ALLIES' DESIRE TO MAINTAIN RIGID CONTROL OVER WARSAW 
PACT GROUND FORCES WHILE ENABLING AIR MANPOWER TO BE 
INCLUDED IN A COMMON CEILING AND PROVISION TO BE MADE FOR 
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REDEFINING FORCES IN THE WAY DEMANDED BY THE WARSAW PACT. 
FOR THE REASONS SET OUT EARLIER IN THIS PAPER, WE CONSIDER 
THAT THE LIKELY INABILITY OF THE ALLIES TO MONITOR FORCE 
LEVELS QUICKLY AND EFFECTIVELY WEAKENS THE ARGUMENT FOR 
SPECIFIC NUMERICAL SUB-CEILINGS. WE ALSO BELIEVE THAT 
THERE WOULD BE CONSIDERABLE PRESENTATIONAL ADVANTAGE FOR 
THE ALLIES IN INCORPORATING AIR MANPOWER IN THE OPTION III 
PACKAGE IN A WAY THAT GIVES ADDITIONAL PROMINENCE TO THE 
COMMON CEILING CONCEPT. ACCORDINGLY, WE FAVOR THOSE 
APPROACHES WHICH PROVIDE FOR A COMMON CEILING COVERING 
BOTH GROUND AND AIR MANPOWER. WE BELIEVE THERE IS SOME 
DANGER OF BLURRING THE COMMON CEILING CONCEPT IF APPROXIMATE 
PARITY IS REACHED IN GROUND MANPOWER ALONE, LEAVING AIR 
MANPOWER FROZEN AT DISPARATE LEVELS BY NO-INCREASE COMMIT- 
MENTS OR OTHER DEVICES. MOREOVER, IF THE ALLIES FELT COM- 
PELLED TO MEET THE WARSAW PACT'S CASE ON ANOMALIES WE DOUBT 

WHETHER THEY COULD AFFORD TO ENDURE A SITUATION, POST-MBFR, 
WHICH CONTR ACTUALIZED THE MUCH GREATER DISPARITY IN AIR 
MANPOWER WHICH WOULD RESULT FROM REDEFINITION ON THE BASIS 
OF THE FUNCTIONAL APPROACH. 

VI. RECOMMENDATIONS 

26. WE RECOMMEND THAT: 

(A) THAT IF THE WARSAW PACT COUNTRIES REVERT TO THE PROBLEM 
OF FORCE DEFINITIONS IN THE NEXT ROUND, ALLIED NEGOTIATORS 
SHOULD ADOPT THE TACTICAL APPROACH SET OUT IN PARAGRAPH 17 
ABOVE; 

(B) THAT THE ALLIANCE SHOULD, AS SOON AS POSSIBLE, REACH 
DECISIONS ON THE AIR MANPOWER, SUB-CEILINGS AND FORCE 
DEFINITIONS ISSUES, BEARING IN MIND THEIR RELEVANCE TO THE 
OPTION III OFFER. END TEXT. SISCO 

SECRET 
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